
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: I llllll lllll lllll Illll lull IIIII lllll lllli lllll1111lllllllll 

Bob Golembe <anthemkid@cox.net> 
Tuesday, September 11,2012 3:21 PM 
Pierce-Web; Stump-Web; Newman-Web; Kennedy-Web; Burns-Web 
Comment on a MotionlRequest for Reconsideration (Re-Hearing), Docket: SW-0131 

0000139578 
Dear Chairman Pierce and Commissioners: 

Posted on the above docket today is the request to  reconsider/re-hear Decisions: 72047,73227, and 73230 
pertaining to  the issue of Anthem's Wastewater deconsolidation case and the Winter Average Rate (WAR) 
case heard before the Commission. The plea requests clarification as there is purported confusion regarding 
the decision(s) for each in that the deconsolidation decision supposedly supplants the WAR decision. 

In my opinion, after following the case(s) closely there is no connection, overlap or replacement between 
these two issues (deconsolidation and WAR). Each decision clearly states the findings of fact and intent. If 
deconsolidation was meant to  supplant the WAR, then one has to  ask: "If deconslidation was not approved, 
would the WAR stil l  go into effect, per Decision 73230? The answer would be: "yes". 

I also believe to involk ARS 40-252 is not warranted as there is no basis given in the plea to reconsider. What 
is the claim? What result of the decision(s) warrant this action ............ rate imbalance? 

Clearly, it is my clear understanding that that deconsolidation and the implementation of the winter 
wastewater average rate program are independent and should go forth as such. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Bob Golembe 
Anthem, AZ 

Arizona Corporation Cornmisstori 
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From: Bob Golembe <anthemkid@cox.net> 
Sent: 
To: Pierce-Web 
cc: Stump-Web; Newman-Web; Kennedy-Web; Burns-Web 
Subject: 
Attachments: Extract.pdf; Anthem.pdf; Rates.pdf 

Monday, September 17,2012 7:34 AM 

Addendum Comment on a Motion/Request for Reconsideration (Re-Hearing), Docket: SW-01303A-09-0343 

Dear Chairman Pierce and Commissioners: 

After further reviewing the motion and case evidentiary data, I hereby submit the following for consideration: 

First, as an Anthem resident, the Anthem Community Council never presented any comment or discussion 
public or private that the deconsolidation plan (3-year phase-in) was intended to supplant the winter 
wastewater average program (WAR). In fact, quite the contrary as cited in the case hearing evidentiary filings 
that cites the Anthem Community Council advocating this plan with a delay of implementation to help 
educate and inform Anthem ratepayers. This is cited in the attachment: Extract.pdf pages 13 and 14 from 
"Anthem's Community Exceptions to  the ROO", docketed April 21,2012. See the yellow highlighted 
paragraphs. The full reply to  the ROO is also attached for completeness. 

If there was confusion regarding this issue, it is then appropriate to  ask why the "experts" did not bring it 
before the judge and discussed? Two decisions were passed by the Commission regarding both 
deconsolidation and the WAR with the latter decision to delay i ts  implementation. With these two decisions, 
EPCOR recently prepared a rate sheet (see attachment, Rates) that shows the combined 3-year rate schedule 
deconsolidation AND winter wastewater average plans scheduled to  go into effect June 2013. It appears that 
EPCOR is not confused as to  the direction set forth by the Commission per your decisions. 

It is with this information that a clear statement has been made by the Arizona Corporation Commission and 
any re-hearing should be denied. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Bob Golembe 
Anthem 

1 



T 7- 111 

0 

m 
rD 
69 

R 

0 z 
d m 
e3 

0 

R 
N m 
e3 

0 

m 
0 
e3 

" 
m 

0 

2 m 
d 
0 

- 

0 x 
d 
d 
te 

I 

0 
09 x 
(A 

- 
0 
0 

8 m 

0 : 
m 
CO 
e3 

0 

4 
c m 
e3 

I 

0 

0 
m 
I- 
e3 

" 

m 
2 
m m 
e3 

I 

0 

N 
CO 
W 
64 

" 

- 

m : 
W 
(0 
te 

I 

0 
09 x 
(A 

- 
0 
0 s 
I- 

0 

d 
(51 
7 
tf) 

9 

7 

0 

8 
m 
(D 
tf) 

I 

0 

d 
Lo 

9 

9 
7 
tf) 

0 

2 
a) 
I- 
m 

I 

0 

8 
c 
m m 

- 

0 

2 
a) 
CO 
tf) 

I 

0 
09 

m 
i? 

- 
0 
0 x 
2 

0 

2 
I- 
d 
te 

._ 

0 z 
I- 
N 
te 

I 

0 
'9 
c 
N 
d 
t9 

- 

0 : 
(i m 
te 

I 

0 

2 
W m 
e3 

- 

0 : m 
m 
te 

1_1 

0 
09 x 
tf) 

- 
0 
0 

8 
d 

N z 
m 
(A 

0 

0 
N 
(A 

? 

N 
'4 .- m 
(A 

c 

'4 m 
N 
(A 

I 

0 

2 
N 
(A 

- 

c : 
N 
e3 

I 

N : 
In 
(A 

- 
0 
0 

K 

ui 

e 
t 
m 

m c 

c 

2 
z 

P 

E 

c 

.- 
t 
m 
3 

U 
m 

5 
a 

'FI 

m c 

- 
5: 
s 
U 
0 c 

: 
- 3- 
tu 
> 

c 
0 
UI 
0 
0 
U 
c 
0 
UI In 

.- .- 

.- 

.- 
E 
E 

$ 

0 
c 
0 .- c 

0 
0 
m 

w 
a 
5 

.- 
a 

c 

U 
UI 

a m 


